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ABSTRACT
INFLUENCES ON CAREER DEVELOPMENT: DYSFUNCTIONAL CAREER
THOUGHTS, PERFECTIONISM, AND CAREER DECISION SELF-EFFICACY
by Lindsay Marie Andrews
August 2010
Considerable research has been focused on how career decision self-efficacy is
related to constructs such as certainty (Betz, Klein, & Taylor, 1996), fear of commitment
(Betz & Sterling, 1993), and adaptive career beliefs (Luzzo & Day, 1999). The purpose
of this study was to identify relationships among career-specific barriers in the career
decision-making process, specifically regarding dysfunctional career thoughts,
perfectionism, and career decision self-efficacy in a sample of 300 undergraduate
students. Results of the study included: (a) a positive relationship between overall
perfectionism and dysfunctional career thinking; (b) a negative relationship between
dysfunctional career thoughts and career decision self-efficacy; (c) dysfunctional thinking
was higher among maladaptive perfectionists than either adaptive perfectionists or nonperfectionists, further, non-perfectionists endorsed more dysfunctional thoughts than
adaptive perfectionists; (d) adaptive perfectionists had higher career decision selfefficacy than maladaptive perfectionists and non-perfectionists and further, maladaptive
perfectionists endorsed less career decision self-efficacy than non-perfectionists; and (e)
perfectionism and dysfunctional career thoughts predicted significant variance in career
decision self-efficacy. It is suggested that interventions that address maladaptive
perfectionism and negative career thinking may potentially enhance a client's confidence
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in decision making. Implications for important future research and study limitations are
also presented.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Most individuals participate in the career decision-making process during their
lifetime. Whether the involvement in this process is deciding on a college major or
whether to change jobs, many of the same issues are encountered. These include
gathering information, identifying alternatives, and narrowing options. Research has
found that as many as 61 percent of individuals entering college are undecided as to their
academic major (Gordon, 2007). Krumboltz, Mitchell, and Jones (1976) stated career
indecision can be due to "unsatisfactory nature or an insufficient number of career-related
learning experiences or to the fact that the person has not yet learned and applied a
systematic way of making career decisions" (p. 80). Dysfunctional career thoughts and
perfectionism have been shown to be related to difficulties in career decision-making
(e.g., Ganske & Ashby, 2007; Leong & Chervinko, 1996; Saunders, Peterson, Sampson,
& Reardon, 2000), and can result in depression (e.g., Blatt, 1995; Westra & Kuiper,

1996) and low self-esteem (e.g., Ashby & Rice, 2002; Kleiman et al., 2004; Rice, Ashby,
& Slaney, 1998). Tansley, Jome, Haase, and Martnes (2007) stated that "the more
students' cognitive processes can be positively influenced, the more likely they will be
successful in career decision-making-related tasks" (p. 302). Therefore, an individual ' s
progression through the career decision-making process is influenced by the individual ' s
thoughts. By addressing perceived barriers to career decision making, many aspects of an
individual's career path can be influenced. In discussing the effects of perfectionism,
Slaney, Ashby, and Trippi (1995) hypothesized that perfectionism would be related to
several career variables including career choice, job performance, and job satisfaction.
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Societal and economical conditions additionally influence an individual's career
development. Gottfredson (2005) stated many of the barriers that once existed have been
removed resulting in the challenge of expanded choice. Gottfredson further stated that an
individual's occupation is a measure of their identity in society. Increases in technology,
the appearance of the global economy (Tansley et al., 2007), and an increasingly more
difficult job market (Savickas, 2003) complicate the picture. All of these changes
demonstrate the further stress that is involved in decision making. Additional changes in
the structure of the world of work have led to increases in the number of career
transitions made (Gati, Krausz, & Osipow, 1996). These additional obstacles add
constraints to both the initial decision to enter the workforce and additional decisions
throughout one's career creating difficulties such as career uncertainty. This uncertainty
can stem from both interpersonal (e.g., values, interests, skills) and environmental factors
(e.g., economic situation, educational opportunities).
Career decision self-efficacy is an individual's belief about his or her capability to
perform tasks related to the career decision-making process (Taylor & Betz, 1983).
Career decision self-efficacy has been researched extensively, demonstrating
relationships with several career and personality variables such as certainty, adaptive
career beliefs, and the personality variables of conscientiousness and extraversion
(Bullock, Andrews, & Buzzetta, in press; Hartman & Betz, 2007). Dysfunctional career
thinking, defined as a means of viewing oneself in a manner that "inhibits career problem
solving and decision making" (Sampson, Peterson, Lenz, Reardon, & Saunders, 1996, p.
2) may decrease an individual's self-esteem and perceived self-efficacy (Kleiman et al.,
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2004). Further, Bullock et al. (in press) found dysfunctional career thinking to be
negatively related to career decision self-efficacy.
Researchers have recently begun to show connections between career
development and perfectionism (e.g., Ganske & Ashby, 2007; Slaney et al., 1995).
Perfectionism, a core irrational belief (Ellis, 1962) that one's efforts should be precise
and result in excellence (Frost, Marten, Lahart, & Rosenblate, 1990), can be viewed as
both a positive quality and can become an unhealthy belief (Hamachek, 1978). Therefore,
the current study sought to explore the relationships between career decision selfefficacy, dysfunctional career thoughts, and perfectionism.
The purpose of the present study was to address specific barriers faced by
individuals when participating in the career decision-making process. Relationships
among career decision self-efficacy, negative career thoughts, and perfectionism in career
development were explored. Through a better understanding of these important variables,
potential influences on individual's career decision-making confidence can be identified
and may inform the development of more comprehensive career decision-making models.
Each of these domains will be further reviewed in detail.
Self-Efficacy
This section will provide a broad overview of the construct of self-efficacy
followed by a more detailed review of the literature on self-efficacy in the realm of career
development. The theory behind career decision self-efficacy and research relevant to the
construct will be detailed.
Self-efficacy is defined as one's beliefs in his or her ability to successfully
perform a given behavior (Bandura, 1986). In contrast to the general construct of self-
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esteem, self-efficacy is a domain-specific construct which must be viewed in the context
of a behavior or set of behaviors (Bandura, 1977), which must be viewed in the context of
a behavior or set ofbehaviors. These beliefs are an individual's primary source of
information about the means to his or her goals and influence an individual's level of
persistence, behavioral choices, and performance (Betz, Klein, & Taylor, 1996).
Individuals base the amount of effort and time that they are willing to put forth on these
judgments of their abilities in addition to other factors such as interest, contextual
support, and barriers. Self-efficacy therefore influences aspects that affect how an
individual will perform in a specific situation.
Bandura's (1977) self-efficacy theory is based on affective, biological, and
cognitive influences as well as continuous reevaluation of affective, biological, and
cognitive states. The link between self-efficacy expectations and the actual outcome is
one of the main components ofBandura's theory. The expectations about an individual' s
perceived capabilities are developed and modified through four sources: performance
accomplishments, vicarious learning, emotional arousal, and verbal persuasion. These
experiences influence an individual's self-efficacy for a given behavior or domain.
Information gained through these four sources interacts with personal, contextual, and
learning characteristics (Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994).
Bandura (1977) stated that self-efficacy expectations are significant predictors of
behavior and behavior change. Avoidance is associated with low self-efficacy
expectations, while approach behaviors are associated with higher expectations.
Individuals believing in their capability to perform specific behaviors in a content area
are more likely to partake in these behaviors. In addition to approach versus avoidance
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behaviors, level of performance, and persistence are also based on self-efficacy (Bandura,
1977). Latham and Locke (2007) expanded on tills by stating that individuals with hlgh
levels of self-efficacy are likely to choose or commit to a hlgh or difficult goal, whereas
individuals with low self-efficacy are likely to demonstrate avoidance behavior.
Additionally, individuals with hlgh self-efficacy often set higher goals once they obtain
set goals (Latham & Locke, 2007). Hence, it can be seen that multiple aspects of the
decision-making process are influenced by an individual's belief in his or her ability to
complete specified tasks.
As self-efficacy has become an integral part of social cognitive theory suggested
by Bandura (1977), multiple constructs have been proposed and assessments created to
measure each. Lent and Brown (2006b) proposed the most common method for
organizing measures of self-efficacy includes four categories including content or taskspecific self-efficacy, coping self-efficacy, process self-efficacy, and self-regulatory selfefficacy. Content or task-specific self-efficacy consists of measures of self-efficacy for
succeeding in a domain under normative conditions. Coping efficacy includes meas\}res
assessing one's confidence in navigating obstacles in a specific domain. Process efficacy
measures provides a means of assessing one's career progression and such measures are
used to conceptualize Bandura's theory of self-efficacy into the domain of career
development. Career self-efficacy falls into the category of process efficacy as the
multiple conceptualizations refer to an individual's "perceived ability to manage generic
tasks necessary for career preparation, entry, adjustment, or change across diverse
occupational paths" (Lent & Brown, 2006b; p. 16). Self-regulatory efficacy consists of
measures assessing confidence in one 's abilities to "guide and motivate oneself to
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perform self-enhancing behaviors, such as studying, despite deterring conditions" (Lent

& Brown, 2006b; p. 16).

Career Self-Efficacy
Career self-efficacy refers to the broad application of "self-efficacy beliefs with
respect to possible career-related domains of behavior" (Betz & Hackett, 2006, p. 6).
Hackett and Betz (1981) were the first to conceptualize self-efficacy in the career domain
to investigate beliefs about educational and occupational capabilities in college students,
specifically academic and career choices in the area of occupations typically
underrepresented by women. College students' beliefs about their capabilities were found
to be related to potential career options being considered (Betz & Hackett, 1981 ). The
study built upon Bandura's (1977) assertion that low self-efficacy expectations in a
specific content area would be expected to lead to avoidance in coursework or careers in
that specific area. Increasing self-efficacy expectations in the suffering content area "may
mean the difference between reaching and giving up aspirations that the individual may
have had since childhood" (Betz, 1992, p. 22). In addition to low self-efficacy
expectations deterring an individual from certain careers, low self-efficacy expectations
in regards to some career behavior may be detrimental to optimal functioning in the
process of career choice and development (Betz & Hackett, 1986). Therefore, by
identifying the source of the difficulties, either real or imagined, potential increases can
be implemented and the barriers decreased.
The concept of self-efficacy has been further defined and researched through the

.
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development of social cognitive career theory (SCCT; Lent et al., 1994). SCCT expands
upon the social cognitive theoretical work of Bandura (1977) and is intended to explain
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interest development in education and vocation, choice, and performance. In addition to
the three areas of interest (i.e., development in education and vocation, choice,
performance) proposed by Lent et al. (1994), Lent and Brown (2006a) proposed the
addition qf explaining the area of job satisfaction to the original model. The SCCT model
explains how students decide upon academic majors and aspire toward particular career
paths through looking at the interaction of three variables: self-efficacy beliefs, outcome
expectations, and personal goals. Self-efficacy beliefs are defined as "people's judgments
of their capabilities to organize and execute courses of action required to attain
designated types ofperformances" (Bandura, 1986, p. 391) and are viewed as
determinants of individual's thoughts and actions. Outcome expectations refer to the
perceived outcome of performing a specific behavior, while personal goals refer to the
intention of the individual to participate in a particular behavior or activity. SCCT views
these three elements (i.e. , self-efficacy, outcome expectations, personal goals) as
interacting with one another and other aspects of an individual (e.g., gender, race) to
shape academic and career development (Lent, 2005). Lent (2005) stated that selfefficacy has been the social cognitive variable most studied and "domain-specific
measures of self-efficacy are predictive of career-related interests, choice, achievement,
persistence, indecision, and exploratory behavior" (p. 113). These findings support that
self-efficacy expectations are useful in predicting occupational interests, choices, and
performance.
Hackett and Betz ( 1981) introduced the career field to the potential uses of selfefficacy for altering and improving the way counselors and psychologists view the career
decision-making process. Not only did the theorists extend the use of self-efficacy to the
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domain of career development, but also utilized the theory to better understand the career
development of women. Career self-efficacy has since been researched in its applicability
with multiple special populations and has demonstrated good psychometric properties
with diverse groups including racial and ethnic minorities, the elderly, and the disabled
(Betz & Hackett, 2006). Additionally, Hackett and Betz ( 1981) opened the doors for the
integral use of self-efficacy expectations in the career decision-making domain as a
whole. Career self-efficacy has since been measured through several additional measures
created to assess the different specific domains of career self-efficacy as well as in a
general form (General Self-Efficacy Scale; Sherer et al., 1982).
As stated, multiple conceptualizations of career-related self-efficacy exist. Some
of these include self-efficacy for the six Holland types (e.g., Betz, Harmon, & Borgen,
1996), occupational self-efficacy (Betz & Hackett, 1981 ), self-efficacy for mathematics
(Betz & Hackett, 1983), and career decision self-efficacy (Betz, Klein et al., 1996; Taylor
& Betz, 1983). Career decision self-efficacy will be the conceptualization used in the

current study, as one's confidence in his or her abilities to complete tasks required for
making career choices is the self-efficacy domain of interest.

Career decision self-efficacy . Career decision self-efficacy has been defined as
the belief an individual has in one's ability to successfully complete tasks specific for
effective career decision making (Betz, Klein et al., 1996). Expanding upon the
integration of self-efficacy to the career field, Taylor and Betz (1983) sought to study
self-efficacy in the career decision-making process using the theory of career maturity put
forth by John Crites (1978) to define and organize the domain. Crites' five career
competencies (i.e. accurate self-appraisal, gathering occupational information, goal
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selection, planning for the future, problem solving) were used as the domain of
competencies to be measured and items were written to cover each of these domains. The
Career Decision Self-Efficacy Scale (CDSE; Taylor & Betz, 1983) and the Career
Decision Self-Efficacy Scale-Short Form (CDSE-SF; Betz, Klein et al., 1996) measure
beliefs that an individual can successfully complete tasks needed to make career
decisions. Although the scale was initially developed upon the theoretical framework of
Crites (1978), the empirical factor structure is not congruent having found instead two or
three factors (e.g., Betz, Klein et al., 1996; Peterson & delMas, 1998; Taylor & Betz,
1983). Although research has not supported the five-factor structure, the subscales
continue to be labeled according to Crites' theory.
As implications generated from research are most useful when they can be applied
across multiple groups, additional research has focused on the generalizability of the
career decision self-efficacy measures. Differences across gender of participants were
initially the focus of attention. Betz, Klein et al. ( 1996) demonstrated that no significant
differences in gender exist on total scores of career decision self-efficacy indicating that
men and women do not differ significantly in their level of beliefs about one's capability
to complete the listed tasks. Additional studies have since focused on comparing the
career decision self-efficacy across several racial and ethnic groups. Different
conclusions have been reached through studies examining differences across several
groups with studies finding that Caucasian individuals demonstrate higher career decision
self-efficacy (Gloria & Hird, 1999) and others finding that no significant differences
between groups (Chaney, Hammond, Betz, & Multon, 2007; Chung, 2002).
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Career decision self-efficacy has demonstrated significant correlations with the
career variables of certainty (Betz, Klein et al., 1996), fear of commitment (Betz &
Sterling, 1993), and adaptive career beliefs (Luzzo & Day, 1999) indicating that
individuals possessing higher levels of career decision self-efficacy perform better in
their career development. Career decision self-efficacy has also shown utility in
differentiating groups of individuals. Taylor and Popma ( 1990) demonstrated that career
decision self-efficacy, as measured with the CDSE, could be utilized to distinguish
between declared major, tentative major choice, and undecided undergraduate students.
Additionally, Robbins (1985) revealed that high and low vocational identity groups could
be differentiated through career decision self-efficacy scores. Individuals with high
vocational identity possess stable, clear interests, skills, and values, while one with low
vocational identity does not. These studies have demonstrated that career decision selfefficacy differs among individuals who are in different places in the career decisionmaking process, with individuals further in the decision-making process endorsing higher
levels of career decision self-efficacy.
As career decision self-efficacy has been shown to be related to further
progression in the career decision-making process, methods to increase self-efficacy in
this domain are important. Studies have demonstrated that career decision self-efficacy
can be enhanced through several methods related to the four sources of self-efficacy. One
method demonstrated to increase career decision self-efficacy is verbal persuasion (e.g.,
Luzzo & Day, 1999; Luzzo, Funk, & Strang, 1996; Luzzo & Taylor, 1993), a method by
which persuasive messages are utilized. An attributional restraining procedure, a form of
verbal persuasion, was also suggested to increase career decision self-efficacy (Luzzo et
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al., 1996). In addition to the exclusive use of verbal persuasion, Sullivan and Mahalik
(2000) designed a six-week group intervention utilizing the four sources of self-efficacy
information (i.e., performance accomplishments, vicarious learning, emotional arousal,
verbal persuasion) to view changes in the construct of career decision self-efficacy. This
study demonstrated that long-term changes in self-efficacy could be obtained through
using the four sources of self-efficacy.
Research has shown that career decision self-efficacy can be increased through
the four sources of self-efficacy (e.g., Luzzo & Day, 1999; Sullivan & Mahalik, 2000).
These findings indicated that career decision self-efficacy is not a stable construct and
provides insight into how to improve an individual's career decision self-efficacy. By
identifying individuals who are endorsing difficulties in tasks necessary to make a career
decision, steps can be enacted to increase the individual's confidence. Although this trend
has been demonstrated in multiple studies utilizing several different means, more
research is needed to help generalize the results to multiple diverse groups. The present
study examined group differences that can help to overcome these limitations.
Career decision self-efficacy has been a widely studied career behavior domain.
Although the theoretical structure (i.e., Crites' career maturity theory) on which the
measures were proposed has not received adequate support, the CDSE and CDSE-SF
have been repeatedly demonstrated to be reliable and valid measures of both individuals'
self-report of career decision self-efficacy and behaviors related to this process (e.g.,
level of decidedness; Taylor & Popma, 1990). The breadth of the individuals with which
these measures can be used is large, having been used across diverse groups. Although
the measures have been used with diverse populations, more research is needed on the
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inferences that can be drawn from use across groups. Research has demonstrated that
relationships exist between career decision self-efficacy and several diverse career
variables such as certainty (Betz, Klein et al., 1996), fear of commitment (Betz &
Sterling, 1993), and adaptive career beliefs (Luzzo & Day, 1999) as well as personality
variables including extraversion and conscientiousness (Bullock et al., in press; Hartman
& Betz, 2007). Research to date, however, has not looked at how career decision self-

efficacy is similar to the dysfunctional thinking process and limited research has focused
on the relationships among career decision self-efficacy and perfectionism (Ganske &
Ashby, 2007) as well as differences among groups of perfectionists in the realm of career
variables (Ganske & Ashby, 2007).
Dysfunctional Thinking
In this section, a review of dysfunctional thinking in general as well as
dysfunctional career thinking will be examined. The cognitive information processing
approach will be described as a model for conceptualizing and progressing through the
career decision-making process. Research examining the relationship between
dysfunctional career thinking and career decision self-efficacy will be presented.

Cognitive Information Processing Approach
The cognitive information processing approach (CIP; Peterson, Sampson,
Reardon, & Lenz, 1996) has uniquely focused on the role of dysfunctional thinking in the
career decision-making process. The CIP approach is one method in which to help
individuals through the process of solving career problems and making career decisions.
Interventions are focused on discovering and disputing negative thinking as well as
providing strategies for coping with complex decision-making situations (Sampson,
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Reardon, Peterson, & Lenz, 2004). Because ofCIP's focus on dysfunctional thinking in
the career decision making process and the relevance that has to this study, this
approach 's decision making model will provide the definition for career decision making
in this study.
The CIP approach consists of two key components: the pyramid of information
processing domains and a decision-making process. The pyramid of information
processing includes three domains involved in the career development process:
knowledge, decision-making skills, and executive processing domains. All components
of the pyramid are theorized to be potentially affected by dysfunctional thoughts. The
knowledge domain consists of two main areas: self-knowledge and occupational
knowledge. Self-knowledge is comprised of an individual's knowledge of his or her
values, interests, skills, and occupational preferences. Occupational knowledge
encompasses knowledge about options, including educational and occupational
alternatives as well as how occupations are organized.
The decision-making skills domain includes the CASVE cycle, a multi-phase
decision-making process. The CASVE cycle consists of five stages individuals progress
through during decision making and is used as a means of approaching a career problem
or decision. The phases of this approach are Communication, Analysis, Synthesis,
Valuing, and Execution. An individual enters the CASVE cycle after receiving either
internal or external prompts that a decision is required. In Communication, the individual
is required to examine the prompts and identifies a gap between one's current state and a
desired state. Analysis involves identification of information about the self (e.g., skills,
preferences, interests) as well as occupations. In Synthesis, two different activities occur,
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elaboration (i.e., expanding potential options) and crystallization (i.e., narrowing options
based on selective and realistic criteria). Once the individual's options have been
narrowed down to three to five top options, the individual weighs the options in
comparison to his or her values, interests, and other influential variables in the Valuing
stage. An individual prioritizes one's options and enters the Execution stage where one
commits to an option and begins to formulate a plan to set the decision into action. After
the individual has acted upon the top choice, the Communication stage is once again
entered as the individual examines whether or not the gap has been closed.
The executive processing domain includes metacognitions, such as self-talk, selfawareness, and control and monitoring, which manage the selection and sequencing of
cognitive processes involved in making a career decision. Self-talk includes individuals'
positive or negative thoughts about the career process including "I'll never be able to
make a good career choice" that may be influenced by setting extremely high standards
for oneself. Individuals experiencing negative thinking are likely to present with more
difficulties in their career development including avoidance behavior, as avoidance
behaviors are seen in individuals with low self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977). Metacognitions
could include dysfunctional career thinking and may influence an individual's
experiences in other domains (Sampson et al., 2004) including avoidance of the decision
making process. To illustrate, a client could have a dysfunctional thought such as "My
achievements must be greater than those of my parents and brothers." This reoccurring
thought, when engaging in the career decision-making process could hinder this client's
ability to clearly see all of the career options before them (i.e., metacognitions affecting
the options knowledge domain).

15
Dysfunctional Thinking, Irrational Beliefs, and Maladaptive Thoughts
Dysfunctional thoughts, also referred to as dysfunctional cognitions, irrational
beliefs, and maladaptive thoughts have been studied in several areas ofthe field of
psychology. Ellis (1962) stated that irrational beliefs, including high self-expectations,
avoidance of problems, dependency, helplessness, and anxious overconcern among
others, lead to emotional disturbance. Ellis (1995) further stated that "practically all of
them arise from taking a sensible preference or desire and raising it to absolutist must or
demand" (p. 106). Similar to Ellis's (1976) notion of irrational beliefs, dysfunctional
thoughts are often absolute and include overgeneralizations. Several theoretical
approaches exist in which to view dysfunctional thinking. In general, faulty belief
systems have been linked to several emotional and behavioral disorders including
depression, anxiety, alcoholism, bulimia, Type A, low self-esteem, Generalized Anxiety
Disorder, Obsessive Compulsive Disorder (e.g., Belloch, Morillo, & Garcia-Soriano,
2007; Denoff, 1987; Harris, Davies, & Dryden, 2006; Westra & Kuiper, 1996). Areas in
which dysfunctional thinking have been studied are in relation to assertiveness, locus of
control, and self-esteem.
Dysfunctional Career Thinking
The construct of dysfunctional career thoughts follows from the emphasis that
Beck (1972) placed on the role that cognitions can contribute to an individual's behaviors
and emotions. Although dysfunctional thoughts are widely researched, little has been
examined in the realm of education and vocation. In the same way that an individual's
beliefs about their abilities to complete specific tasks may limit an individual's
progression through the career decision-making process, so may dysfunctional career
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thoughts hinder career decision making. Dysfunctional career thinking is defined as a
means of viewing oneself in a manner that "inhibits career problem solving and decision
making" (Sampson et al. , 1996, p. 2). Sampson et al. asserted that dysfunctional thoughts
in the realm of the career decision-making process may limit an individual's ability to
make rational career decisions. Further, individuals holding higher levels of dysfunctional
thoughts will view additional barriers to career development.
Dysfunctional career thoughts may decrease an individual's self-efficacy;
however, dysfunctional career thoughts differ from self-efficacy as they are the specific,
actual problematic beliefs or thoughts that are experienced during the career decisionmaking process (Kleiman eta!., 2004). These thoughts can arise at multiple areas of the
decision-making process and are not limited to an individual's perceived capability to
complete specific tasks (i.e., career decision self-efficacy). Dysfunctional career thoughts
also influence other areas of the decision-making process including the manner in which
individual 's approach the problem and physiological experiences. Although career
decision self-efficacy is one possible area that is affected by an individual having
dysfunctional career thoughts, other areas are likewise affected.
Kleiman et al. (2004) asserted that problematic thinking during the career
decision-making process might lead to decreases in self-esteem and perceived selfefficacy. Bullock eta!. (in press) found career decision self-efficacy to be negatively
correlated with dysfunctional career thoughts in a study of322 undergraduate students.
This finding replicated the findings of Betz and Harmon (2008) demonstrating that
individuals with higher levels of negative career thoughts are likely to have less
confidence in their capabilities to perform specific tasks related to the career decision-
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making process. Bullock et al. (in press) additionally found that career thoughts, along
with two of the Big Five personality factors (i.e., openness, conscientiousness) accounted
for significant and unique variance in career decision self-efficacy. This finding further
demonstrated that dysfunctional career thoughts aid in explaining the variance in the
career decision self-efficacy of individuals.
Research on negative or dysfunctional career thoughts suggests relationships with
depression (Westra & Kuiper, 1996) and indecision (Saunders et al., 2000).
Dysfunctional career thoughts accounted for 61% of the variance in career indecision
(Saunders et al., 2000). Further, studies have found that dysfunctional career thoughts can
be significantly reduced through the use of career courses offered by universities which
focus on career development (e.g., Osborn, Howard, & Leierer, 2007; Reed, Reardon,
Lenz, & Leierer, 2001 ).
Dysfunctional career thoughts are inferred through individuals' positive or
negative endorsements of statements of their perceived attitudes, behaviors, feelings, and
career strategies. From the perspective of the CIP approach, readiness for progressing
through the career decision-making process must also be considered when working with
clients with regards to decision making. Readiness is based on capability and complexity
with regards to an individual's current situation. Individuals who possess a large number
of dysfunctional thoughts may have a lower capability to make a decision and therefore
be less ready to establish a choice. This creates the potential for a client to require more
assistance in the job search process (Sampson et al., 2004). Additionally, factors such as
an individual's supports, behaviors, and cognitions interact to influence their vocational
behavior (Lustig & Strauser, 2002). Although dysfunctional career thoughts can hinder

1-
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individuals from making rational decisions, research has shown that interventions
provided to undergraduates can lead to significant reductions in overall dysfunctional
career thoughts (Osborn et al., 2007). Therefore, dysfunctional thinking can be lessened
through knowledge of these thoughts as well as interventions.
Perfectionism
As a unitary construct, perfectionism is commonly defined as being maladaptive
and overly critical of oneself (Frost et al., 1990). The construct of perfectionism has been
frequently researched and has been associated with psychopathology (e.g., Frost et al.,
1990; Purdon, Antony, & Swinson, 1999) and negatively related to treatment outcomes
for depression (Blatt, Zuroff, Quinlan, & Pilkonis, 1996). The construct of perfectionism
has also been linked to several factors that might influence an individual's performance
during the career development process including anxiety (e.g., Flett, Hewitt, & Dyck,
1989), depression (e.g., Blatt, 1995; Hewitt, Mittlestaedt, & Flett, 1990), self-esteem
(e.g., Ashby & Rice, 2002; Rice et al., 1998), and procrastination (e.g., Flett, Blankstein,
Hewitt, & Koledin, 1992; Hamachek, 1978; Sorotzkin, 1985). These factors, in addition
to career indecision (Leong & Chervinko, 1996) and career decision self-efficacy
(Ganske & Ashby, 2007) have been shown to influence an individual's career
development process. Additionally, Spence and Robbins (1992), in a sample of social
workers in academia, found that individuals classified as workaholics demonstrated
higher scores on perfectionism as well as lack of delegation of responsibility, job stress,
and health complaints. Perfectionism has also been found to be related to
multipotentiality (i.e., individuals possessing abundant and varied aptitudes and -interests)
in gifted students (e.g., Rysiew, Shore, & Leeb, 1999).
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Ellis ( 1962) identified the construct of perfectionism as a core irrational belief in
his original conceptualization of irrational thinking. Although previously listed as a core
irrational belief, refinements to Ellis' theory include four categories of irrational beliefs:
demandingness (i.e., absolutistic thinking), awfulizing/catastrophizing (i.e., viewing the
outcome of an event as worse than it is), low frustration tolerance (i.e., view that an event
is unbearable), and global evaluation/self-downing (ie., general negative thoughts about
oneself; Szentagotai & Freeman, 2007). Perfectionism would therefore fall into the
awfulizing/catastrophizing category. Ellis (2002) stated that when situations do not go the
expected way (such as a career decision), perfectionists see these situations as awful and
catastrophic and insist on finding the perfect solution (or perfect career choice).
Additionally, perfectionists were seen as differing from the nonperfectionistic population
by perfectionists' demands for little or no stress and the insistence on a perfect and easily
accessible solution to problems. Ellis stated that in the response to stressful situations,
perfectionists find "less satisfactory solutions, and more prolonged difficulties than
nonperfectionists find" (p. 227). Further, Ellis stated that perfectionists tend to hold onto
their self-defeating beliefs more frequently and insistently, seeing them as more fixed and
rigid than other individuals described as neurotic.
Perfectionism, conceptualized as a multidimensional construct, has been
demonstrated to be related to other irrational beliefs (Flett, Blankstein, Hewitt, &
Koledin, 1991 ). Perfectionistic thinking has been measured in an attempt to identify
individual differences in thoughts held by individuals labeled as perfectionist (Flett,
Hewitt, Whelan, & Martin, 2007). The measure, Perfectionism Cognitions Inventory
(PCI), was demonstrated to be a reliable and valid measure of individual differences in
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frequency ofperfectionistic thoughts (Flett et al., 2007). Additionally, Flett et al. (2007)
demonstrated that the PCI explains unique variance in distress above that of trait
measures of perfectionism including measures of depression and anxiety. Research on
perfectionism and the more specific construct of dysfunctional career thinking is limited.
Research, however, has found that a significant relationship exists between the
perfectionism and general dysfunctional thinking (Flett et al., 1991; Hewitt & Flett,
1991).

Perfectionism as One-Dimensional Construct
Although the term perfectionism is commonplace, the definition in the field of
psychology is not well agreed upon. Perfectionism as a unitary construct is most often
defined as excessively high standards for performance held by the individual (Frost et al.,
1990). Outcomes are never perceived as good enough and ideal outcomes are
unreachable. Ganske and Ashby (2007) stated that early conceptualizations viewed
perfectionism as becoming more debilitating for individuals at higher levels of personal
standards for performance. This conceptualization indicated that the higher the
individual's personal standards, the less likely beliefs that the outcomes of efforts would
be successful were held. Frost et al. (1990) stated that this definition, however, does not
allow for the distinction between individuals who are truly perfectionistic and those
individuals who are "highly competent and successful" (p. 450).
These early theoretical views defined perfectionism as a one-dimensional
construct with higher levels indicating a negative trait, which focused on personal
standards as well as concern over mistakes. Early measures were designed to assess this
negative or neurotic perfectionism and included questions such as "People will probably
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think less of me if I make a mistake." Schuler (2000) commented that this onedimensional nature of the measure limits its use.

Perfectionism as a Multidimensional Construct
Although perfectionism has been viewed as a one-dimensional construct, research
has demonstrated dual components, an adaptive and a maladaptive component. Adler
(1956) made a distinction between two different types of striving for perfection, normal
and neurotic striving. Adler stated that all striving stems from inferiority, but that striving
for perfection is a normal part of human development. Adler further stated that problems
with this striving occur when goals become unrealistic.
Hamachek (1978) presented a model drawing a distinction between normal and
neurotic perfectionism similar to Adler's distinction between normal and neurotic
strivings. According to Hamachek's model, normal perfectionists were described as
individuals who gained pleasure from their efforts and felt free to be less than perfect.
Neurotic perfectionists on the other hand are individuals whose efforts never met their
goals. The main difference between normal and neurotic perfectionism is achieving
satisfaction from their efforts. Normal perfectionists are able to draw satisfaction from
the process and not see their efforts as failures. Additionally the motivating force behind
the perfectionism is different for the two types. Hamachek stated that neurotic
perfectionists were driven by a fear of failure. This motive differs from normal
perfectionists who were motivated by the desire to improve themselves and their
performance. Research has supported that feelings of inferiority differ between neurotic
and normal perfectionists with neurotic perfectionists experiencing significantly more
inferiority (Ashby & Kottman, 1996).
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Slaney and Ashby (1996) asked participants identified as perfectionists by
themselves or others to define perfectionism. Maintaining high standards and orderliness
were identified as central components which caused distress and interfered with academic
and vocational pursuits. Although the participants acknowledged distress, when asked,
not one stated that they would give up their perfectionistic tendencies, demonstrating that
there are some adaptive aspects of perfectionism.
Slaney et al. (1995) conducted a factor analysis using three perfectionism
measures, the Almost Perfect Scale (APS; Slaney & Johnson, 1992), the
Mllltidimensional Perfectionism Scale (MPS-F; Frost et al., 1990), and the
Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (MPS-H; Hewitt & Flett, 1991). They found a
two-factor solution, labeled adaptive and maladaptive, accounted for 64.2% of the
variance of perfectionism. Additionally, Parker (1997) conducted a cluster-analysis on a
sample of 820 sixth-grade students classified as gifted. Three cluster groups were found:
non-perfectionistic (32.8%), healthy (i.e., Hamachek's normal) perfectionistic (41.7%),
and dysfunctional (i.e., Hamachek's neurotic) perfectionistic (25.5%). These studies
show support for Hamachek' s ( 1978) model of dual components of perfectionism.
Further research utilizing several different measures of perfectionism has
confirmed the dual components altering the labels to adaptive and maladaptive. The
adaptive component (Hamachek's normal perfectionism) consists of setting high personal
standards while the maladaptive component (Hamachek's neurotic perfectionism) is
defined by being overly critical as well as being concerned about the views of others
(e.g., Slaney et al., 1995). In addition to the factor analysis conducted by Frost et al.
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(1993 ), Slaney et al. ( 199 5) also demonstrated that Hamachek' s model of neurotic and
normal perfectionism fit well in a different sample.
A second classification of perfectionism views the construct as multidimensional,
further assessing trait dispositions and building upon the distinction between adaptive and
maladaptive components of perfectionism. Two forms of the Multidimensional
Perfectionism Scales exist to measure different traits of perfectionism. Frost et al. (1990)
defined perfectionism as the desire to have high standards of achievement accompanied
by critical evaluations of performances. The Frost Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale
(MPS-F; Frost et al., 1990) separates the construct of perfectionism into six subscales that
indicate the dimensions that contribute to total perfectionism: Concern over Mistakes,
Personal Standards, Parental Expectations, Parental Criticism, Doubting, and
Organization. Frost, Heimberg, Holt, Mattia, and Neubauer (1993) identified two distinct
factors through factor analysis labeled as Maladaptive Evaluation Concerns and Positive
Strivings. In addition to the measure created by Frost et al. (1990), a second measure also
entitled the Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (MPS-H; Hewitt & Flett, 1991) was
created to assess the construct of perfectionism in a different manner. The two different
Multidimensional Perfectionism Scales share several characteristics including viewing
high standards, unnecessary self-criticism, and perceptions that individuals also hold high
standards for oneself as important facets of perfectionism (Purdon et al., 1999) and
usefulness in identifying adaptive and maladaptive components of perfectionism (Frost et
al.,1993).
Several studies have demonstrated differences between the distinct groups of
adaptive perfectionists, maladaptive perfectionists, and non-perfectionists. As will be
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explained in detail later in the document, adaptive perfectionists have been found to have
lower feelings of inferiority than maladaptive perfectionists (Ashby & Kottman, 1996)
and higher career decision self-efficacy than maladaptive perfectionists and nonperfectionists (Ganske & Ashby, 2007). Both adaptive perfectionists and maladaptive
perfectionists demonstrated higher levels of internal locus of control than nonperfectionists (Periasamy & Ashby, 2002). The authors stated that this finding potentially
follows from the shared striving for high standards that Hamachek (1978) asserted.
Additionally, external locus of control due to powerful others (as opposed to the
influence of chance) was higher among maladaptive perfectionists than either of the other
two groups of perfectionists. This finding is related to the differing motivations for
striving, with maladaptive perfectionists deriving motivation from external sources.
These results provide further support for the multiple dimensions of perfectionism.
Perfectionism has been intensively investigated, however, only recently have
researchers begun to incorporate perfectionism into the work environment. In examining
the characteristics of perfectionism and self-efficacy, a construct similar to that of career
decision self-efficacy, Hart, Gilner, Handal, and Gfeller (1998) stated that "the
development of self-efficacy parallels that of perfectionism" (p. 11 0), stating that high
personal demands are the formation for both. Relationships between perfectionism and a
general conceptualization of self-efficacy have been found (e.g., Hart et al., 1998;
LoCicero & Ashby, 2000; Stoeber, Hutchfield, & Wood, 2008). LoCicero and Ashby
(2000) examined the relationship between perfectionism, using the APS-R, and selfefficacy, utilizing the SES. These studies have demonstrated that adaptive perfectionists
showed higher levels of general self-efficacy than maladaptive perfectionists
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demonstrating that significant differences exist between groups of perfectionists.
LoCicero and Ashby (2000) further supported the significant findings with selective
attention to Bandura's (1986) four sources of self-efficacy information. The relationships
between perfectionism and self-efficacy further support the need to better understand the
dual components of perfectionism as well as a relationship with self-efficacy.
The relationship among the constructs of perfectionism and career indecision has
also been examined. Leong and Chervin.ko ( 1996) found that self-oriented perfectionism
(negative predictor) and socially prescribed perfectionism (positive predictor), as
measured by the MPS-F, were significant predictors of career indecision. Overall,
negative personality constructs including perfectionism accounted for significant variance
in the construct of career indecision, as measured by the CDS. Procrastination has also
been shown to be related to perfectionism (e.g., Flett et al., 1992; Frost et al., 1990;
Sorotzkin, 1985). Flett et al. (1992) found the socially prescribed dimension of
perfectionism, as measured by the MPS-F, to be related to procrastination indices. Frost
et al. (1990) also demonstrated a relationship among academic procrastination and the
dimensions of parental expectations and parental criticism, as measured by the MPS-F.
These relationships indicate that procrastination is related to beliefs about others
expectations of perfectionists.
In a study of career-specific self-efficacy and perfectionism, Ganske and Ashby

(2007) investigated the relationship between career decision self-efficacy and the
dimensions of perfectionism using the APS-R and the CDSE-SF. A homogeneous
university sample (82% female, 92% Caucasian) was used to test the hypotheses that
- adaptive perfectionists would demonstrate higher scores of career decision self-efficacy
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than maladaptive perfectionists and non-perfectionists. An additional hypothesis stated
that maladaptive perfectionists would show lower career decision self-efficacy
expectations than non-perfectionists. Their findings indicated that, as predicted,
individuals measuring high on adaptive perfectionism scored higher on career decision
self-efficacy than maladaptive perfectionists and non-perfectionists. No differences,
however, were found in self-efficacy scores were found between maladaptive
perfectionists and non-perfectionists. The current study attempted to replicate these
findings utilizing a different measure of perfectionism, which also allowed for groups of
perfectionists to be identified and differences examined.
All of the cited definitions of perfectionism view the construct as holding high
standards for performance (i.e., Frost et al., 1990; Hamachek, 1978; Hewitt & Flett,
1991). Recent research has supported perfectionism as a multidimensional construct,
identifying both adaptive and maladaptive components. The existence of adaptive,
maladaptive, and non-perfectionists will be a basis for how perfectionism is defined and
measured in the current study. It has been demonstrated that perfectionism is correlated
with several constructs that influence performance during an individual's career
development including career indecision (Leong & Chervinko, 1996), procrastination
(e.g., Flett et al., 1992; Hamachek, 1978; Sorotzkin, 1985), and career decision selfefficacy (Ganske & Ashby, 2007). Although perfectionism has been identified as a core
irrational belief (Ellis, 1962), the dual components of perfectionism have not been
examined in relation to dysfunctional career thinking.
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The Present Study
An individual's confidence in progressing through the career decision-making
process is affected by multiple aspects including negative thinking, self-efficacy, and
traits of perfectionism. Recent research has begun to explore these constructs in relation
to the career development process. Individuals demonstrating higher levels of irrational
beliefs are more likely to encounter difficulties, even limiting an individual's ability to
make rational career decisions (Sampson et al., 1996). Specifically, dysfunctional career
thoughts were related to decreased levels of self-esteem ·and perceived self-efficacy (e.g.,
Bullock et al., in press; Kleiman et al. , 2004) as well as depression (Westra & Kuiper,
1996) and career indecision (Saunders et al., 2000). Further, dysfunctional thinking has
been linked to emotional and behavioral disorders including anxiety, alcoholism, bulimia,
depression, and low levels of self-esteem (e.g., Belloch et al., 2007; Denoff, 1987; Harris
et al., 2006; Westra & Kuiper, 1996). Perfectionism was listed among Ellis' (1962)
original irrational beliefs and has remained a highly emphasized and researched area in
rational-emotive behavior therapy literature as well as that of cognitive-behavioral
therapy (Ellis, 2002). Perfectionism has demonstrated correlations with several career as
well as personality factors that may influence the career development process including
anxiety, depression, self-esteem, procrastination, career indecision, and career decision
self-efficacy (e.g., Ashby & Rice, 2002; Blatt, 1995; Flett et al., 1989, 1992; Ganske &
Ashby, 2007; Leong & Chervinko, 1996). Further, maladaptive perfectionists
demonstrate lower confidence in their capabilities to perform the tasks in the career
decision-making process (Ganske & Ashby, 2007). Career decision self-efficacy has
demonstrated relationships with several career and personality variables as well as can be
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used to distinguish between individuals at different places in the career development
process. Despite the apparent links of the constructs, much of the literature focuses on the
relationships within other areas of human behavior.
The present study attempted to add to the career development literature by
examining empirical relationships among career decision self-efficacy, negative career
thoughts, and perfectionism. This study provided information about the relationships
among these constructs, which provide further information to individuals aiding college
students in their career decision making process as well as providing support for a model
involving these factors among other significant predictors.

Research Questions
The following research questions were explored in this study:
1. What are the relationships among career decision self-efficacy,
dysfunctional career thoughts, and perfectionism in a college population?
2. What are the differences between maladaptive perfectionists, adaptive
perfectionists, and non-perfectionists on one's dysfunctional thinking and
career decision self-efficacy?
3. Do perfectionism and dysfunctional career thoughts predict career
decision self-efficacy?

Statistical Hypotheses
1) There will be a positive relationship between overall perfectionism and dysfunctional
career thinking.
2) There will be a negative relationship between dysfunctional career thoughts and
career decision self-efficacy.
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3) Maladaptive perfectionists will show more dysfunctional thoughts than adaptive
perfectionists and non-perfectionists. Further, non-perfectionists will show more
dysfunctional thoughts than adaptive perfectionists.
4) Adaptive perfectionists will have higher career decision self-efficacy than
maladaptive perfectionists and non-perfectionists. Further, maladaptive perfectionists
will endorse less career decision self-efficacy than non-perfectionists.
5) Perfectionism and dysfunctional career thoughts will predict significant variance in
career decision self-efficacy. Further, perfectionism will predict career decision selfefficacy beyond the contribution of dysfunctional career thoughts.
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CHAPTER II
METHODS
Participants
A total of 300 undergraduate students were recruited from a midsized
southeastern university (see Table 1). Participants of the study were 253 females and 47
males (84.3% and 15.7% respectively), ranging in age from 18 to 45 (M = 21.29, SD =
4.46). The ethnicity of the sample included 177 Caucasians (59.0%), 108 African
Americans (36.0%), 5 Asian or Pacific Islanders (1.7%), 4 Chicano, Latino, or Hispanic
participants (1.3%), and 6 that classified themselves as other (2.0%).
Individuals participating in the study ranged in undergraduate classificatiol)
including 26% freshmen (n = 78), 24.3% sophomores (n = 73), 25.7% juniors (n = 77),
23 .7% seniors (n = 71), and 0.3% identifying as other (n = 1). Participants endorsed more
than 70 different majors and varied in their satisfaction with these majors. Specifically,
50.3% of participants (n = 151) endorsed being well satisfied, 35% (n = 105) satisfied but
with a few doubts, 6.0% (n = 18) unsure, 1.3% (n = 4) dissatisfied but intended to remain
in the major, 5.3% (n = 16) dissatisfied and intended to change majors, and 2.0% (n

=

6)

were undecided about a major. Additionally, individuals identified as athletes included
11 .3% individuals (n = 34) and 7.3% (n = 22) individuals reported being in the honors
college.
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Table 1
Demographic Characteristics of Sample (N = 300)

Characteristic
Gender
Male
Female
Class Status
Freshmen
Sophomore
Junior
Senior
Other
Ethnicity/Race
Black/African American
Asian/ Pacific Islander
Chicano/ Latin/Hispanic
White/Non-Hispanic/Caucasian
Other
Athlete
Yes
No
Honors
Yes
No
Satisfaction with Major
Well satisfied with choice
Satisfied, but have a few doubts
Not sure
Dissatisfied and intend to remain in my major
Dissatisfied and intend to change my major
Undecided about my future major/career

n

%

47
253

15.3
84.3

78
73
77
71
1

26.0

108
5

36.0
1.7
1.3

4

24.3
25.7
23.7
0.3

177
6

59.0

34

266

11.3
88.7

22
278

92.7

151
105
18
4
16
6

2.0

7.3
50.3
35.0

6.0
1.3
5.3

2.0

Measures
Demographic Form

The demographic form solicited basic demographic information including gender,
race, and age, as well as information about participant college status, major, and
satisfaction with that major. Additional items included whether the individual was an
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athlete, in the honors college, or completing the instruments for extra credit. Items were
included to look for confounding variables due to group differences.
Career Thoughts Inventory

The Career Thoughts Inventory (CTI; Sampson et al., 1996) is a 48-item selfreport inventory designed to measure career thoughts including items such as "I'll never
understand enough about occupations to make a good choice" and "My opinions about
occupations change frequently." The CTI measures negative thoughts that hinder career
decision making using a four-point Likert scale ranging from "Strongly Disagree" (0) to
"Strongly Agree" (3). The total score can be used to identify individuals who may be
having difficulty making career decisions due to dysfunctional thoughts. Raw scores
range from zero to 144 (M= 47.01, SD = 20.9) with higher scores indicating more
dysfunctional thoughts. In addition to the total score, the CTI yields three subscale
scores: Decision Making Confusion (DMC), Commitment Anxiety (CA), and External
Conflict (EC). Only the total score was used.
In previous studies, the CTI demonstrated high internal consistency among high
school students, college students, and adults with coefficient alphas ranging from .93 to
.97 for the total score. Specifically, the internal consistency coefficient alpha of the CTI
total score was found to be r = .96 in a sample of 595 college students. Test-retest
reliability ranged from .86 in a sample of college students measured across 4-weeks with
construct scales ranging from .74 to .82 (Sampson et al. , 1996). Cronbach's alpha for the
total score in the current sample was found to be .97.
Content validity of this measure is based on the congruence ofCTI items with the
Cognitive Information Processing (CIP) approach of career decision making. The content
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validity of the items was ensured with the development of the items. The individual items
on the CTI identify thoughts that may be barriers to progressing through the stages of the
CASVE Cycle, a decision-making model (Sampson et al., 2004). The CTI overall and
construct scores were found to be negatively correlated with Certainty scale of the Career
Decision Scale (CDS; Osipow, Carney, Winer, Yanico, & Koschier, 1987). The scores on
the CTI were also found to correlate with the CDS Indecision scale. In a sample of
college students, the total score correlated .70 and correlations for the construct scores
ranged from .33 to .68. The CTI has also demonstrated evidence of construct and
criterion validity. In the normative sample, the three factors accounted for 47.3% of the
variance. Criterion validity was demonstrated in a sample of college students. CTI scores
differed significantly between students seeking career services and those who were not.
Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale
The Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (MPS-F; Frost et al., 1990) is a 35item measure assessing six domains of perfectionism in addition to an overall score of
perfectionism. Participants respond to the items on a five-point Likert-type scale ranging
from "strongly disagree" (1) to "strongly agree" (5). The total perfectionism score ranges
from 29 to 145 (M = 76.4, SD = 17.1), with higher scores indicating higher levels of
perfectionism, viewed as a maladaptive trait, for the individual (Frost et al., 1990).
The six subscales measuring perfectionism are: Concern over Mistakes (CM),
Personal Standards (PS), Personal Expectations (PE), Personal Criticism (PC), Doubts
about Actions (DA), and Organizations (0). Frost et al. (1990) states that the total score
excludes 0 , as it does not tend to correlate highly with the other five subscales or overall
perfectionism. The reliabilities of the measure were computed using the final factor
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scores. Cronbach's alpha coefficients for the overall perfectionism score was .90 while
subscales ranged from .77 to .93. Individual subscales were not utilized in the present
study. Internal consistency for the overall perfectionism in the sample was .90 as assessed
through Cronbach's alpha.
In addition to yielding a total score and subscale scores, maladaptive and adaptive
perfectionism scales can be created from the MPS-F subscale combinations (Frost et al.,
1993; Harris, Pepper, & Maack, 2008). According to Frost et al. (1993), maladaptive
components of perfectionism measured by the MPS-F include the subscales CM, DA, PE,
and PC while adaptive dimensions include PS and 0. Frost et al. (1993) conducted a
factor analysis utilizing the MPS-F and MPS-H finding two factors: Maladaptive
Evaluation Concerns and Positive Striving. Maladaptive Evaluation Concerns included
the MPS-F subscales of CM, PC, PE, and DA as well as the MPS-H subscale of SociallyPrescribed Perfectionism. Positive Striving consisted ofthe MPS-F subscales ofPS and
0 as well as the MPS-H subscales of Self-Oriented and Other-Oriented Perfectionism.
Kawamura and Frost (2004) reported coefficient alphas of .9 1 for Maladaptive
Perfectionism and .84 for the adaptive subscale Personal Standards (used as a measure of
the adaptive component of perfectionism). Maladaptive and adaptive scores were utilized
in the present study in addition to the total score and the method suggested by Frost et al.
(1993) was used to calculate the composite scores. Internal reliabilities for Maladaptive
Perfectionism (i.e., CM, DA, PE, PC) and Adaptive Perfectionism (i.e., PS, 0) in the
current sample were a = .90 and a = .88 respectively.
Participants were divided into groups of adaptive perfectionists, maladaptive
perfectionists, and non-perfectionists using cutoff scores on the MPS-F (Bousman, 2008;
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Frost et al., 1995, 1997). Adaptive perfectionism and maladaptive perfectionism were
calculated using the maladaptive and adaptive components identified by Frost et al.
(1993) and through the subscale combinations described above. Individuals with an
adaptive total score greater than the sample adaptive median and maladaptive score lower
than the sample maladaptive median were classified as adaptive perfectionists (N = 67).
Maladaptive perfectionists were classified as those individuals with a score higher than
the sample median on maladaptive factors and lower than the sample median on the
adaptive factors (N = 57). Individuals not meeting either of these specifications were
classified as non-perfectionists (N = 176).
The MPS-F has been shown to have good construct validity. Through factor
analysis, the original67 items were reduced to 36 items accounting for 64.5% of the
variance and representing six factors. Additionally, the MPS-F demonstrated good
construct validity when compared to other tests measuring traits related to perfectionism
including psychopathology, depression, and guilt (Frost et al., 1990).
The MPS-F total score also correlates with measures of compulsivity and
procrastination. Maladaptive perfectionism, as measured by Harris et al. (2008)
correlated significantly with depressive symptoms (r = .36) and rumination (r = .51).
Convergent validity of the MPS-F was demonstrated through significant correlations with
other measures of perfectionism. Specifically, the MPS-F correlated significantly with the
Eating Disorders Inventory (Garner, Olmstead, & Polivy, 1983; r = .59) and the SelfEvaluative Scale of the Irrational Beliefs Test (Jones, 1968; r = .57).

Career Decision Self-Efficacy Scale- Short Form
The Career Decision Self-Efficacy Scale - Short Form (CDSE-SF; Betz, Klein et
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al., 1996) is a 25-item measure assessing an individual's self-efficacy expectations in
completing specific tasks necessary in making career decisions. The five subscales of the
CDSE-SF are Self-Appraisal (SA), Occupational Information (OJ), Goal Selection (GS),
Planning (PL), and Problem Solving (PS). The five-factor structure has shown minimal
support (e.g. Betz & Luzzo, 1996; Taylor & Popma, 1990) and therefore only the total
score was used in the current study. The measure consists of five items from each of the
five scales of the full-length measure (Taylor & Betz, 1983). Participants respond to the
items on a five-point confidence continuum. Responses range from No Corifidence at All
(1) to Complete Confidence (5). The total scores range from 25 to 125, calculated by
summing responses from all scales. Betz and Klein ( 1996) found that men scored an
average of96.3 (SD = 13.8) while women averaged 98.3 (SD = 14.6), indicating that no
significant differences in gender exist. Higher scores on the CDSE-SF indicate greater
confidence in one's ability to successfully complete tasks necessary for making career
decisions.
The original version of the CDSE includes 50 items, 10 from each of the five
subscales. This shorter version was developed by removing five of the items from each
subscale while retaining the overall structure and use. The items that were retained were
those meeting the criteria of: " 1) substantive generality (versus content specificity or
narrowness); 2) item-own scale correlation equal to or above .50; 3) loading on
appropriate factor (only) in Taylor and Popma's (1990) factor analysis; and 4)
recommendation of retention of the basis ofGati, Osipow and Fassa's (1994) split-scale
analysis of the subscale structure" (Betz, Klein et al., 1996; p.8).
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The original CDSE and CDSE-SF were scored on a 10-point continuum ranging
from No Confidence at All (0) to Complete Confidence (9). Research has shown that a
five-point continuum provides similar reliability to the original 10-point scoring. The
CDSE-SF scoredon the five-point continuum has demonstrated coefficient alphas
ranging from .93 to .95. Test-retest reliability of the CDSE was demonstrated at .83 at a
period of six weeks (Luzzo, 1993 ). Internal consistency for the total score in the current
sample was .95, determined by using Cronbach's alpha.
Content validity was established upon creation of the measure by constructing the
subscales to coincide with Crites' theory of career maturity. However, factor analysis has
only marginally supported a five-factor structure. Concurrent validity has been
demonstrated through significant correlations with the Career Decision Scale (CDS;
Osipow, 1987). Betz, Klein et al. (1996) found statistically significant correlations
between the total score ofthe CDSE-SF and the CDS Indecision scale (ranged from -.19
to -.66) as well as to the CDS Certainty scale (ranging from -.03 to -.76).
The CDSE-SF has demonstrated moderate construct validity when compared to
measures of career indecision and vocational identity. Significant relationships have been
demonstrated with certainty (r = -.56; Betz, Klein et al., 1996), indecision (Betz, Klein et
al., 1996; r = -.56) and fear of commitment (Betz & Sterling, 1993; r = -.50).
Relationships to the Control, Responsibility, and Work Hard subscales of the Career
Beliefs Inventory (CBI; Krumboltz, 1991) were also found to be statistically significant
(Luzzo & Day, 1999).
Additionally, Taylor and Popma (1990) demonstrated that the CDSE can be
utilized to distinguish between declared, tentative major choice, and undecided
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undergraduate students. Robbins (1985) demonstrated construct validity by showing that
high and low vocational identity groups could be differentiated through CDSE scores.
Subsequent studies have supported similar results (e.g. Neimeyer & Metzler, 1978).
Procedure
The study was approved by the Human Subjects Review Committee of the
Institutional Review Board (see Appendix F). Participants were recruited through the
university's online experimetrix system, which offers students extra credit in courses for
participation in research studies. Participants were directed to the online survey through a
link on the Department of Psychology's research website (www.experimetrix.com/usm).
The online survey was created and available through PsychSurveys
(www.psychsurveys.org). Participants were given informed consent (see Appendix A)
through the first page of the web survey, which provided a brief description of the study.
Participants were notified that continuing to the next page indicated consent to participate
in the experiment. After agreeing to participate and being informed about the study, a
demographic form (see Appendix B), the Career Thoughts Inventory (see Appendix C;
Sampson et al., 1996), the Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (see Appendix E; Frost
et al., 1990), and the Career Decision Self-Efficacy Scale Short Form, (see Appendix D;
Betz, Klein et al., 1996) were administered in varied order to account for order effects.
The study required approximately 15-20 minutes of time and upon completion,
participants were awarded research credit in courses of their choice for their participation
in the study.
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CHAPTER III
RESULTS
Preliminary Analyses
Descriptive statistics for pertinent scale scores and total scores were calculated
and can be found in Table 3. To investigate potential differences among the variables of
interest depending on specific demographic variables (i.e., gender, race, school
classification, satisfaction, honors, athlete) analyses of variance (ANOVA) were
conducted. Overall scores on the CTI, CDSE-SF, and MPS-F were not influenced by the
demographic variables of gender, age, race/ethnicity, school classification or whether the
participant was an athlete or honor student. Participants did differ on overall
dysfunctional career thinking and career decision self-efficacy based on satisfaction with ,
chosen major (F(5, 294) = 12.6l,p < .001,[= .43). Specifically, individuals well satisfied
with their choice (M = 81.81 , SD = 23 .66) scored lower on dysfunctional career thinking
than individuals endorsing satisfaction with a few doubts (M = 98.77, SD = 21.92), those
who were unsure (M =I 07.44, SD = 14.82), and individuals undecided about their future
major or career (M = 125.00, SD = 18.58). Additionally, individuals who were
dissatisfied with their major and intended to change it (M = 94.38, SD = 19.48) endorsed
significantly lower dysfunctional career thoughts than individuals undecided about their
major or future career (M = 125.00, SD = 18.58). Further, individuals well satisfied with
their major (M = 101.73, SD = 15.79) endorsed significantly higher career decision selfefficacy (F(s, 294) = 6.182, p < .001 ,/ = .31) than individuals satisfied but with a few
· doubts (M = 93.26, SD = 15.20) and individuals undecided about their future major or
career (M = 81.50, SD = 13.20).
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Groups of perfectionists were examined utilizing scores on the Concern over
Mistakes subscale as well as the total score of the MPS-F. CM refers to the tendency to
react negatively to mistakes, which is linked theoretically to the differences between
groups of perfectionists and maladaptive evaluative concerns (Frost et al., 1990).
Adaptive perfectionists should have lower CM scores than maladaptive perfectionists.
Similarly, scores should differ between the groups of perfectionists to demonstrate actual
differences. Adaptive perfectionists, maladaptive perfectionists, and non-perfectionists
differed on mean endorsements of both CM (F(2 , 297) = 25.33, p < .001 ) and total (F(2, 29 7) =
14.13, p < .001) scores on the MPS-F. All differences varied significantly (p < .05) and
can be found in Table 2.

Table 2

Means and Standard Deviations of Groups ofPerfectionists on Dimensions of
Perfectionism

Variable
MPS-FCM
MPS-F

Adaptive
Perfectionist
M
SD

Maladaptive
Perfectionist
M
SD

NonPerfectionist
M
SD

19.31
78.45

27.30
93.12

24.02
86.26

4.10
8.22

5.20
9.49

7.31
18.69

Note. MPS CM =Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale Concern over Mistakes; MPS-F
= Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale Total Perfectionism.

Assumptions of normality were examined for each of the groups on the constructs
of interest (i.e., dysfunctional career thinking, career decision self-efficacy). Skew,
kurtosis, and normality were all within normal range for each of the three groups.
Additionally, variances were similar across each of the three groups on each of the
variables of interest. As the assumptions for analysis of variance were met, the unequal

1-

41
groups were compared through the use of two one-way analyses of variance on the
variables of interest.
Relationships among Constructs
Pearson's correlations were used to explore the relationships among career
decision self-efficacy, dysfunctional career thoughts, and perfectionism in the sample
population (Table 3). To test the first hypothesis, a Pearson's correlation was used to
provide information on the relationship between overall perfectionism and total
dysfunctional career thoughts. Analyses demonstrated that a positive relationship existed
between overall perfectionism and dysfunctional career thinking (r = .27, p < .01). To
examine the second hypothesis, a Pearson's correlation was conducted to examine the
relationship between the total scores dysfunctional career thinking and career decision
self-efficacy. Analyses demonstrated that dysfunctional career thinking and career
decision self-efficacy were negatively related (r = -.58, p < .01).
Differences Between Groups of Perfectionists
To examine the third hypothesis, a one-way ANOVA was run to identify if
differences exist between the three groups on dysfunctional career thinking (Table 4).
One-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) were utilized to examine the differences
between the groups of maladaptive perfectionists, adaptive perfectionists, and nonperfectionists on measures of dysfunctional career thinking and career decision selfefficacy. Participants were divided into groups of perfectionists based on cutoff scores
resulting in 22.3% of the sample being identified as adaptive perfectionists (n

= 67),

19.0% as maladaptive perfectionists (n = 57), and 58.7% as non-perfectionists (n = 176).

Table 3
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations among Variables of Interest (N = 300)

Variable

CTI

CDSE-SF

MPS-F

Adaptive
Perf.

Maladaptive
Perf.

CTI
CDSE-SF
-.58*
MPS-F
.28*
.01
Adaptive Perf.
-.22*
.42*
.46*
Maladaptive Perf.
.35*
-.09
.97*
.25*
M
43.03
97.11
85.82
49.18
60.32
24.32
16.05
16.08
7.90
13.50
SD
Range
0.00-115.00
52.00-125.00 45.00-145.00 24.00-65.00
29.00-110.00
Possible Range
0.00-144.00
25.00-125.00 29.00-145.00 13.00-65.00
22.00-110.00
Sample Alphas
.97
.95
.90
.88
.90
Note. CTI = Career Thoughts Inventory Dysfunctional Career Thinking; CDSE-SF = Career Decision Self-Efficacy Scale- Short
Form; MPS-F = Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale Total Perfectionism; Adaptive Perf. = Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale
Adaptive Perfectionism; Maladaptive Perf. = Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale Maladaptive Perfectionism.
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level.

43
Analyses demonstrated that the three groups differed in the endorsement of dysfunctional
Analyses demonstrated that the three groups differed in the endorsement of dysfunctional
thoughts

(F(2, 297)

= 19.14,p < .001). A Tukey's post-hoc test was performed to identify

where the significant differences exist. As hypothesized, maladaptive perfectionists
demonstrated higher endorsements of dysfunctional career thinking than did either
adaptive perfectionists (p < .001) or non-perfectionists (p < .05). Additionally, nonperfectionists endorsed higher levels of dysfunctional thinking than adaptive
perfectionists (p < .001).
To evaluate the fourth hypothesis, a one-way ANOVA was run to examine
differences among the three groups on levels of career decision self-efficacy (Table 4).
On endorsements of career decision self-efficacy, significant differences also existed
between the three groups of perfectionists (F6. 297) = 15.49; p < .001). Adaptive
perfectionists endorsed higher levels of career decision self-efficacy than either
maladaptive perfectionists (p < .001) or non-perfectionists (p < .001). Furthermore,
maladaptive perfectionists had lower levels of career decision self-efficacy than nonperfectionists (p < .05).

Table 4

Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analyses of Variance (ANOVA) for Effects of
Perfectionism on Two Dependent Variables

Variable

Adaptive
Perfectionist
M
SD

Maladaptive
Perfectionist
M
SD

NonPerfectionist
M
SD

ANOVA

E <2. 297)

I]

CDSE-SF
96.30 16.15
15.49* .31
105.18 14.18
90.11 13.93
92.5 1 23.61
CTI
77.43 22.89
102.44 20.91
19.14* .34
Note. CDSE-SF = Career Decision Self-Efficacy Scale - Short From; CTI = Career
Thoughts Inventory; q2 = effect size.
*p < .001
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Predicting Career Decision Self-Efficacy
To examine the fifth hypothesis, a hierarchical multiple regression analysis was
conducted to establish if dysfunctional career thinking and perfectionism were predictive
of career decision self-efficacy. In the first step, dysfunctional career thinking was
entered into the model (Table 5). The overall model for the first step found that
dysfunctional career thinking predicted career decision self-efficacy (F(I , 298) = 150.85, p

< .001 ). The analysis revealed that dysfunctional career thinking predicted career
decision self-efficacy, accounting for approximately 34% of the variance of career
decision self-efficacy. Perfectionism was entered into the model in the second step. The
second step demonstrated that dysfunctional career thinking and perfectionism predicted
career decision self-efficacy (F{I , 297) = 85.89,p < .001). The analyses indicated that
approximately 37% of the variance in career decision self-efficacy can be predicted by
dysfunctional career thinking and perfectionism (R = .61,p < .001). Perfectionism was
found to significantly predict career decision self-efficacy beyond that of dysfunctional
career thinking (t = 3.77,p < .001) accounting for an additional3% of the variance.

Table 5
Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses Predicting Career Decision Self-Efficacy
Variable

B

SEB

/3

.34*

Step 1
CTI

-.02

.00

-.58*
.37*

Step2
CTI

R2

-.02

.00

-.63*

.18*
.01
.00
MPS-F
Note. CTI = Career Thoughts Inventory; MPS-F = Multidimensional
Perfectionism Scale.
*p < .001.

.03*
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION
The present study examined the relationships among perfectionism, dysfunctional
career thinking, and career decision self-efficacy among college students. Prior research
had demonstrated relationships among the more general constructs of self-efficacy,
dysfunctional thinking, and perfectionism. Additionally, these more general constructs
have demonstrated relationships to several career related variables and, furthermore,
more recent research has begun to show rationale for relationships among the more
specific constructs of interest in the present study. Results of the present study indicated
that several significant relationships existed among these constructs including
correlations among dysfunctional career thinking and measures of perfectionism and
career decision self-efficacy, differences among groups of perfectionists on career
decision self-efficacy and dysfunctional career thoughts, and prediction of variance in
career decision self-efficacy. The details of these significant relationships and their
implications are outlined in the following sections.
Relationships among Constructs
Overall endorsements of perfectionism and dysfunctional career thinking were
positively correlated. Analyses confirmed that as endorsements of overall perfectionism
increased so did levels of dysfunctional career thoughts. These findings are consistent
with research that identified relationships between perfectionism and the more general
construct of irrational thinking (Flett et al., 1991; Hewitt & Flett, 199 1). The results
indicate that individuals presenting with one of the concerns are likely to present with the
other. For example, an individual presenting with negative career thinking is more likely
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than not to also have traits of perfectionism. This fmding is important for career
counselors to be aware of as not identifying related factors may fail to aid the individual
in further progressing in career decision-making.
An inverse relationship was found between dysfunctional career thoughts and
career decision self-efficacy. As endorsements of dysfunctional career thinking increased,
participants' career decision self-efficacy decreased. This finding indicates that higher
levels of negative career thinking are related to lower confidence in individuals' abilities
to complete tasks necessary in the career decision-making process. The results were
consistent with the findings of Bullock et al. (in press) supporting this initial finding.
Together these findings assert that much can be suggested from knowing how an
individual falls on one of these dimensions. That is, if an individual presents with low
career decision self-efficacy, the presence of negative career thoughts can be assessed
and measures enacted to decrease these thoughts, which may play a dual role by also
affecting one's career decision self-efficacy.
Differences Between Groups of Perfectionists
Based on prior research identifying dual components of perfectionism (e.g., Frost
et al., 1990, 1993; Hewitt & Flett, 1991; Slaney et al., 1995) as well as differences
between these groups on several career variables (e.g., Ashby & Kottman, 1996; Ganske
& Ashby, 2007; Periasamy & Ashby, 2002), differences were predicted for the three

groups of perfectionists on dysfunctional career thinking and career decision selfefficacy.
Maladaptive perfectionists were predicted to show greater dysfunctional thoughts
than adaptive perfectionists and non-perfectionists. Analyses of the differences among
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the groups identified that maladaptive perfectionists endorsed higher levels of
dysfunctional career thinking than either of the other groups. Further, as predicted, nonperfectionists endorsed greater dysfunctional career thoughts than adaptive perfectionists.
The results of this analysis demonstrated that perfectionists do differ on amount of
negative career thinking entertained. Individuals possessing more positive traits of
perfectionism (e.g., setting high standards without negative self-appraisal) are less likely
to experience'negative thinking in this aspect. Those possessing more negative aspects of
perfectionism (e.g., setting unattainable goals) are more likely to view additional
difficulties to the career decision-making process as evidenced by negative career
thoughts.
The fourth hypothesis attempted to replicate the original hypothesis of Ganske
and Ashby (2007). Specifically, adaptive perfectionists were hypothesized to have higher
career decision self-efficacy than maladaptive perfectionists and non-perfectionists as
well as non-perfectionists were hypothesized to have higher career decision self-efficacy
than maladaptive perfectionists. Although Ganske and Ashby found that maladaptive
perfectionists and non-perfectionists did not differ in overall career decision self-efficacy,
maladaptive perfectionists were still hypothesized to endorse less career decision selfefficacy than non-perfectionists. Analyses verified that in the sample adaptive
perfectionists endorsed higher levels of career decision self-efficacy than either
maladaptive perfectionists or non-perfectionists. Additionally, non-perfectionists
endorsed higher levels than maladaptive perfectionists. These findings indicate that
differences exist in the endorsement of career decision self-efficacy between all three of
the groups. This finding differs from that found by Ganske and Ashby (2007) in which
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maladaptive perfectionists and non-perfectionists did not differ. Discrepancy between the
results of the two studies may have been found due to several methodological differences.
Ganske and Ashby classified groups of perfectionists using cluster analysis after
assessing perfectionism utilizing the Almost Perfect Scale- Revised (Slaney, Rice,
Mobley, Trippy, & Ashby, 2001). Therefore, both the measures used to assess level of
perfectionism and the manner of determining the groups of perfectionists differed
between the two studies. Differences found between the two studies may be due to the
measures used to assess perfectionism, means of classifying perfectionists, or actual
differences between the samples obtained.
Predicting Career Decision Self-Efficacy
Perfectionism and dysfunctional career thinking were hypothesized to predict
significant variances in career decision self-efficacy. Further, perfectionism was
hypothesized to predict career decision self-efficacy beyond the contribution of
dysfunctional career thinking. Findings of this study identified that dysfunctional career
thinking and perfectionism predict a significant portion of variance in career decision
self-efficacy. Furthermore, perfectionism predicts a unique portion of variance above that
of dysfunctional career thinking. This indicates that perfectionism may be an important
aspect or type of negative thinking that is specifically related to one's career decisionmaking confidence. Yet, the three percent of unique variance perfectionism explained in
the model leads to some questions about its practical significance. Further research is
needed to clarify the exact nature of this relationship and the importance of perfectionism
in the career decision-making process.
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Clinical Implications
The findings of the study provide insight to professionals working with college
students in several settings. Being aware of relationships among perfectionism,
dysfunctional career thoughts, and career decision self-efficacy can be useful in providing
insight into further questioning and assessments to determine additional concerns with
which clients may be presenting. For example, career indecision has been shown to be
related to dysfunctional career thinking (Saunders et al., 2000) and perfectionism (Leong
& Chervinko, 1996). Additionally, endorsements of career decision self-efficacy have

demonstrated the ability to distinguish between declared major, tentative major, and
undecided college students (Taylor & Popma, 1990) demonstrating the important
implications these constructs have in the realm of one's career development. The findings
of this study provide further information about the relationships among career and
personality variables identifying. Dysfunctional career thinking and career decision selfefficacy have also been shown to differentiate between groups of perfectionists. This
study provided further clinical information about one's career development due to the
additional relationships between career and personality variables. This study
demonstrated that by identifying any number of factors about an individual (i.e., level of
perfectionism, type of perfectionist, dysfunctional career thoughts, career decision selfefficacy), other insights or directions for treatment can be discovered. For example, by
identifying that an individual has high levels of career decision self-efficacy, questions or
measures can be used to assess perfectionistic tendencies as well as dysfunctional
thinking to gather a more whole picture of the problems that one encounters. By
identifying these connections, treatment can be further tailored to addressing the
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individual's multiple barriers through methods shown to alter career decision selfefficacy or dysfunctional career thinking.
The results of this study provide further insight into working with individuals with
perfectionistic tendencies. As differences in both career decision self-efficacy and
dysfunctional career thoughts exist between groups of perfectionists, different insight can
be gained about an individual based on the type of perfectionistic tendencies identified or
if negative career thinking is particularly defined by perfectionistic thoughts. By
identifying the differences among groups of perfectionists, career counselors can follow
up with assessments and questioning after identifying adaptive or maladaptive traits of
perfectionism in a client. Additionally, career counselors can aid the individual in
receiving methods designed to reduce difficulties that may be impacting their progress
through the career development process including career indecision (e.g., career decisionmaking assistance, career courses), especially for maladaptive perfectionists who
demonstrated more difficulties in the career development process in the present research.
In order to address identified problems with career decision self-efficacy and
dysfunctional career thinking, career counselors can utilize methods shown to alter these
constructs. Career decision self-efficacy has been shown to be increased through
targeting the four sources of self-efficacy (e.g., Luzzo and colleagues, 1993, 1996, 1999;
Sullivan & Mahalik, 2000). For example, verbal persuasion has been shown to increase
college students' confidence in their abilities to participate in tasks necessary to the
career development process (Luzzo & Taylor, 1993). In addition to increasing career
decision self-efficacy, methods exist to decrease one's level of dysfunctional career
thinking. As dysfunctional thoughts present additional barriers to career development
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(Sampson et al., 1996), reducing dysfunctional career thoughts will aid in the individual
in further progression in activities such as choosing a major, making a decision about a
job offer, or other major decisions. The metacognitions domain of the CIP approach
provides guidance on how to work with and consequently reduce one's dysfunctional
career thoughts. Through addressing metacognitions, irrational beliefs are likely to be
reduced leading to the ability to make rational career decisions. Additionally, reductions
in dysfunctional career thoughts have also been shown through career courses focusing
on career development (e.g., Osborn et al., 2007; Reed et al., 2001).
Limitations and Future Research Directions
Although this study contributes as an extension of prior research concerning
relationships among personality and career development variables, the present study
should be examined with regards to its limitations. Additionally, the limitations of the
study guide directions for future research. Notably, the sample consisted mostly of
female, White college students. Gender and ethnicity did not result in significantly
different values on any of the constructs of interest and, therefore, were not controlled for
in any of the analyses. However, whether the same findings would be upheld in a more
diverse sample is unknown. Caution should be used when generalizing the findings to
other college students including men and other ethnic/racial groups. Therefore, further
research should aim at answering these questions in a more diverse sample.
An additional limitation of the study is the correlational nature of the study. Given

the developmental nature of career decision making and one's confidence, longitudinal
studies would allow for a more accurate view of the relationships among these constructs.
Specifically, relationships within the constructs could be examined in different age
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groups to determine if these relationships exist across the lifespan or if developmental
events alter these relationships. Although this study found that significant differences did
not exist between college students based on year in school, information may be gained
about causation by examining individuals earlier. Further research identifying the
developmental aspects of these relationships would be beneficial to working with clients
presenting with these concerns.
An area of further study is the disagreement between the findings of this study

and that in the literature. Ganske and Ashby (2007) found that differences did not exist
between groups of maladaptive perfectionists and non-perfectionists on endorsement of
career decision self-efficacy; however, the results of this study found that differences did
exist. Several differences existed between the two studies including measures used and
methodology for categorizing perfectionists. It is likely that one of these differences
accounted for the discrepancies in findings and did not reflect actual differences in the
sample populations utilized as the differences between adaptive and the other two groups
was similar across studies. Therefore, further research on these relationships should be
examined to provide more information on the disagreement between results.
Further studies also may focus on the structural relationships among the three
constructs in addition to other career related variables (e.g., career indecision, decision
making difficulties) and higher order variables (e.g., self esteem) to provide a bigger
picture of the relationships among several seemingly related constructs. The pattern of
relationships among these constructs as well as other identified relationships in the
literature imply a structural model where understanding the relationships among the
constructs in the present study will add to further understanding of an individual's career
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development. Specifically, a structural model may lead to further understanding of
difficulties of career development and decision making, including which factors influence
one another.
Summary
The present study resulted in the evaluation of relationships among personality
(i.e., perfectionism) and career related variables (i.e., career decision self-efficacy,
dysfunctional career thoughts). The current study found that relationships existed
between career decision self-efficacy and perfectionism as well as an inverse relationship
bet':"een career decision self-efficacy and dysfunctional career thoughts. Additionally,
differences among groups of perfectionists (i.e., adaptive perfectionist, maladaptive
perfectionist, non-perfectionist) were examined. Significant differences existed between
all groups on measures of career decision self-efficacy and dysfunctional career thoughts.
Maladaptive perfectionists endorsed higher dysfunctional career thoughts and lower
career decision self-efficacy than either of the other groups. Adaptive perfectionists, on
the other hand, endorsed lower dysfunctional career thoughts and higher career decision
self-efficacy than either of the other groups. Non-perfectionists fell in between the other
groups on both constructs. Lastly, the study found that dysfunctional career thoughts and
perfectionism predicted significant variance in career decision self-efficacy with
perfectionism predicting additional variance above that of dysfunctional career thinking.
The results converge with the literature concerning perfectionism and career decision
self-efficacy as well as to the literature on the more general construct of irrational beliefs.
This study, along with previous literature, indicates that perfectionism and dysfunctional
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career thinking play an impart part in one's confidence in making career-related
decisions.
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APPENDIX A
CONSENT FORM
The University of Southern Mississippi
Authorization to Participate in Research Project
Consent is hereby given to participate in the study titled: Influences on Career Development:
Dysfunctional Career Thoughts, Perfectionism, and Career Decision Self-Efficacy
Purpose: The purpose of this study is to evaluate career development of college students through
examining multiple career variables.
Description of Study: Participant in this study will be asked to complete several questionnaires
that assess thinking and confidence in relation to career development. All questionnaires
completed will be done so anonymously and all responses will be kept confidential. All resulting
data will be combined, all identifying information will be removed, and the data will be entered
into a computer database program and appropriately analyzed. This process does not incorporate
any invasive procedures.
Benefits: Potential benefits of this research include a better understanding of the variables
affecting adult career development and the potential of class credit if applicable to you.
Risks: This is a minimal risk study that does not ask significantly personal questions and as a
result there do not appear to be any major risks related to completing the questionnaire .
. Participants can discontinue from further participation in the study at any time without
consequence. Further, participants can contact the principle investigator of this study, Lindsay
Andrews, at any time throughout the study. If you are interested in seeking career assistance,
USM makes career assistance available to you through USM Career Services: McLemore Hall,
Room 125; Phone: 601-266-4153; Email: cpp@usm.edu.
Confidentiality: This is an online survey and only researchers will have access to the information
provided. Information related to the questionnaires will be stored in a locked room located in the
Department of Psychology at The University of Southern Mississippi. Information from these
questionnaires will be entered into a computer database, will be combined, and will no longer be
connected to a participant's name after completion of the forms today.
Alternative procedures: Any participant may discontinue participation in this study at any time
without consequence. If you are seeking class credit through your participation in this study,
please refer to your course instructor for alternatives to participating in this research project.
Participant's assurance: Assurances can not be made concerning results that may be obtained
(since results from investigational studies cannot be predicted). Yet, the researcher will take every
precaution consistent with the best scientific practice. Participation in this project is completely
voluntary, and participants may withdraw from this study at any time without penalty, prejudice,
or loss of benefits. Questions concerning the research should be directed to Lindsay Andrews at
Lindsay.Andrews@usm.edu or Emily E. Bullock, Ph.D. at (601) 266-6603 or
Emily.Bullock@usm.edu. This project and this consent form have been reviewed by the
Institutional Review Board, which ensures that research projects involving human subjects follow
federal reguJatiops. Any questions or concerns about rights as a research subject should be
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directed to the Chair of the Institutional Review Board, The University of Southern Mississippi,
11 8 College Drive #5147, Hattiesburg, MS 39406-0001, (601) 266-6820.
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APPENDIXB
DEMOGRAPHIC FORM
1. Gender:

Female
Male
Other

2. Race:

African-American
Asian/Pacific Islander
_ _Chicano/Latino/Hispanic
East Indian
Native American
__White Non-Hispanic/Caucasian
Other_ _ _ _ _ _ __

3. Age: _ __
4. USM Classification:
Freshman
_ _Sophomore
Junior
Senior
Other _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
5. Are you an athlete?

Yes

No

6. Are you in the honors college? Yes

No

7. USM M a j o r - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 8. How well satisfied are you with your current major?
Well satisfied with choice
__Satisfied, but have a few doubts
Not sure
_ _Dissatisfied and intend to remain in my major
Dissatisfied and intend to change my major
_ _Undecided about my future major/career .
9. Are you completing this experiment for extra credit?
Yes

No _ _ __
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APPENDIX C
CAREER THOUGHTS INVENTORY (CTI)
This inventory has been developed to help people learn more about the way they think
about career choices. Inside this booklet you will find statements describing thoughts that
some people have when considering career choices. Please answer each statement openly
and honestly as it describes you.
Directions: Read each statement carefully and use the key below to indicate the degree to which
you agree or disagree with each item by filling in the circle on the corresponding answer sheet.
Please mark all your answers on the answer sheet with a number 2 pencil. Do not omit any items.
For the CTI, please do not mark no. 5 on your answer sheet. Do not write your name on any
of the materials.

1 = Strongly Disagree
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.
6.

7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.

KEY
2 =Disagree

3 =Agree

4 = Strongly Agree

No field of study or occupation interests me.
Almost all occupational information is slanted toward making the occupation look good.
I get so depressed about choosing a field of study or occupation that I can't get started.
I'll never understand myself well enough to make a good career choice.
I can't think of any fields of study or occupations that would suit me.
The views of important people in my life interfere with choosing a field of study or
occupation.
I know what I want to do, but I can't develop a plan for getting there.
I get so anxious when I have to make decisions that I can hardly think.
Whenever I've become interested in something, important people in my life disapprove.
There are few jobs that have real meaning.
I'm so frustrated with the process of choosing a field of study or occupation I just want to
forget about it for now.
I don't know why I can't find a field of study or occupation that seems interesting.
I'll never find a field of study or occupation I really like.
I'm always getting mixed messages about my career choice from important people in my
life.
Even though there are requirements for the field of study or occupation I'm considering, I
don't believe they apply to my specific situation.
I've tried to find a good occupation many times before, but I can't ever arrive at good
decisions.
My interests are always changing.
Jobs change so fast it makes little sense to learn about them.
If I change my field of study or occupation, I will feel like a failure.
Choosing an occupation is so complicated, I just can't get started.
I'm afraid I'm overlooking an occupation.
There are several fields of study or occupations that fit me, but I can't decide on the best
one.
I know what job I want, but someone's always putting obstacles in my way. ·
People like counselors or teachers are better suited to solve my career problems.
Even though I've taken career tests, I still don't know what field of study or occupation I
like.
My opinions about occupations change frequently.
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27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.

I'm so confused, I'll never be able to choose a field of study or occupation.
The more I try to understand myself and find out about occupations, the more confused and
discouraged I get.
There are so many occupations to know about, I will never be able to narrow the list down
to only a few.
I can narrow down my occupational choices to a few, but I don't seem to be able to pick
just one.
Deciding on an occupation is hard, but taking action after making a choice will be harder.
I can't be satisfied unless I can find the perfect occupation for me.
I get upset when people ask me what I want to do with my life.
I don't know how to find information about jobs in my field.
I worry a great deal about choosing the right field of study or occupation.
I'll never understand enough about occupations to make a good choice.
My age limits my occupational choice.
The hardest thing is settling on just one field of study or occupation.
Finding a good job in my field is just a matter of luck.
Making career choices is so complicated, I am unable to keep track of where I am in the
process.
My achievements must surpass my mother's or father's or my brothers' or my sister's.
I know so little about the world of work.
I'm embarrassed to Jet others know I haven't chosen a field of study or occupation.
Choosing an occupation is so complex, I'll never be able to make a good choice.
There are so many occupation that I like, I'll never be able to make a good choice.
I need to choose a field of study or occupation that will please the important people in my
life.
I'm afraid ifl try out my chosen occupation, I won't be successful.
I can't trust that my career decisions will turn out well for me.
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APPENDIXD
CAREER DECISION SELF-EFFICACY - SHORT FORM (CDSE-SF)
INSTRUCTIONS: For each statement below, please read carefully and indicate how
much confidence you have that you could accomplish each of these tasks by marking
your answer according to the key. Mark your answer by filling in the correct circle on the
answer sheet.
1 =NO CONFIDENCE AT ALL
2 =VERY LITTLE CONFIDENCE
3 = MODERATE CONFIDENCE
4 = MUCH CONFIDENCE
5 =COMPLETE CONFIDENCE
Example:

a.

How much confidence do you have that you could:
Summarize the skills you have developed in the jobs you have held?

If your response was "Moderate Confidence," you would circle the number 3.
HOW MUCH CONFIDENCE DO YOU HAVE THAT YOU COULD:
1. Use the internet to find information about occupations that interest you.
2. Select one major from a list of potential majors you are considering.
3. Make a plan of your goals for the next five years.
4. Determine the steps to take if you are having academic trouble with an aspect of your
chosen major.
5. Accurately assess your abilities.
6. Select one occupation from a list of potential occupations you are considering.
7. Determine the steps you need to take to successfully complete your chosen major.
8. Persistently work at your major or career goal even when you get frustrated.
9. Determine what your ideal job would be.
10. Find out the employment trends for an occupation over the next ten years.
11. Choose a career that will fit your preferred lifestyle.
12. Prepare a good resume.
13. Change majors if you did not like your first choice.
14. Decide what you value most in an occupation.
15. Find out about the average yearly earnings of people in an occupation.
16. Make a career decision and then not worry whether it was right or wrong.
17. Change occupations if you are not satisfied with the one you enter.
18. Figure out what you are and are not ready to sacrifice to achieve your career goals.
19. Talk with a person already employed in a field you are interested in.
20. Choose a major or career that will fit your interests.
21. Identify employers, firms, and institutions relevant to your career possibilities.
22. pefine the type of lifestyle you would like to live.
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23. Find information about graduate or professional schools.
24. Successfully manage the job interview process.
25. Identify some reasonable major or career alternatives if you are unable to get your
first choice.
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APPENDIXE
MULTIDIMENSIONAL PERFECTIONISM SCALE (MPS-F)
Please select the option that best reflects your opinion, by circling a number from the
rating system below.
5
3
4
Neither Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree
or Disagree
1. My parents set very high standards for me.
2. Organization is very important to me.
3. As a child, I was punished for doing things less than perfectly.
4. If I do not set the highest standards for myself, I am likely to end up a second-rate
person.
5. My parents never tried to understand my mistakes.
6. It is important to me that I be thoroughly competent in everything I do.
7. I am a neat person.
8. I try to be an organized person.
9. If I fail at work/school, I am a failure as a person.
10. I should be upset if I make a mistake.
11. My parents wanted me to be the best at everything.
12. I set higher goals for myself than most people.
13. If someone does a task at work/school better than me, then I feel like I failed the
whole task.
14. If I fail partly, it is as bad as being a complete failure.
15. Only outstanding performance is good enough in my famil y.
16. I am very good at focusing my efforts on attaining a goal.
17. Even when I do something very carefully, I often feel that it is not quite done right.
18. I hate being less than the best at things.
19. I have extremely high goals.
20. My parents have expected excellence from me.
21. People will probably think less of me if I make a mistake.
22. I never felt like I could meet my parents' expectations.
23. If I do not do as well as other people, it means I am an inferior human being.
24. Other people seem to accept lower standards from themselves than I do.
25. If I do not do well all the time, people will not respect me.
26. My parents have always had higher expectations for my future than I have.
27. I try to be a neat person.
28. I usually have doubts about the simple everyday things I do.
29. Neatness is very important to me.
30. I expect higher performance in my daily tasks than most people.
31 . I am an organized person.
32. I tend to get behind in my work because I repeat things over and over.
33. It takes me a long time to do something 'right'.
1

Strongly Disagree

2
Disagree
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34. The fewer mistakes I make, the more people will like me.
35. I never felt like I could meet my parents' standards.
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